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DETAILED ACTION 

• Applicants amendment filed 6/28/2007 is acknowledged. 

• Claims 1,3,4,6,7,9-12 have been amended. 

• Claim 3 was previously cancelled. 

• Claim 8 has been cancelled. 

• Claims 13-15 have been added. 

• Claims 1 ,2,4-7, and 9-1 5 are pending. 

• Applicant's response and amendment with respect to the first office action 
rejections of claims 6-8 under 35 USC 101 has been noted and the rejection is 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1,2,4-7, and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Re claims 1,6, and 7: 

It is unclear what the distinction between a first set of information units and 
a second set of information units is. In the context of the claim, it is unclear what 
information refers to. Is the information packets, codes about transmission, video 
and audio content, etc.? The limitations referring to information are vague and 
indefinite and therefore are confusing as written. 
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Re claim 2: 

It is unclear what the distinction between the first set of information 
packets and the second set of information packets is. 
Re claim 5: 

Claim 5 recites the limitation "said second information" in line 1 of claim 5, 
"said second sets of said second units" in line 3, and "said first information or 
second information" in line 4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 
Re claims 9-12: 

It is unclear what the distinction between second packets and first packets 
is. It is unclear what the second packets and first packet are. 

The limitation receiving information via second packets, which are created 
by dividing first packets, which are created by dividing received information is 
vague and indefinite. The limitation appears cyclic, the received information is 
sent via second packets, which are made from first packets, which are made 
from received information, which are sent via second packets, so are the second 
packets made from themselves? 

The claim recites receiving second packets without having received first 
packets. 

There is insufficient antecedent basis for "said corresponding first packets" 
in lines 7-8 in the claims. 
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In the context of the claim, it is unclear what information refers to. Is the 
information packets, codes about transmission, video and audio content, etc.? 

The limitation assembling second packets into corresponding first packets 
before being divided is confusing. Does the before refer to before second 
packets are divided or before first packets are divided? If it refers to before the 
first packets are divided, then does this mean the second packets assemble into 
the first packets? This appears to contradict the earlier limitation of the second 
packets being created by dividing first packets. 
Re claims 4, and 13-15: 

Claim 4 and 13-55 are rejected because they depend from rejected 

claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 ,2,6,7, and 1 3-1 5 (as best understood) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Jalali in view of Tiernan (US 6,172,988). 

Re claims 1,6, and 7: 

Jalali discloses transmitting first information to a transmission party (Fig. 1 
ref.106). 
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Jalali further discloses receiving information about the reception of the first 
information from the transmission party (Fig.1 ref.104 and Fig. 3 ref.312). 

Jalali does not explicitly disclose dividing information into a first set of 
information units and dividing the first set of information units into a second set of 
information units. 

Tiernan discloses dividing information into a first set of information units 
and dividing the first set of information units into a second set of information units 
(Fig.1 ref.34,30,and 32 where the output stream 34 is "information" and ref.30 
shows "a first set of information units" and ref.32 shows "a second set of 
information units"). 

Jalali and Tiernan are analogous because they both pertain to data 
transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Jalali to include dividing individual first packets into 
individual second packets as taught by Tiernan in order to use a commonly 
known method of transmitting data over a network. 
Re claim 2: 

Jalali further discloses using packets for transmission (Abstract A 
transmitting terminal transmits signals in a form of packets to a receiving 
terminal). 
Re claims 13-15: 
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Jalali discloses clocking the time from when each unit of the first set of 
information units is transmitted (Para. [0052] "the maximum number time for 
which a packet can remain in the first-time queue after the packet has been 
transmitted" where being able to know the time a packet has remained in a 
queue after being transmitted entails clocking the time for when the packet was 
first transmitted). 

Jalali further discloses determining whether or not the clocked time 
exceeds a reference value (Fig. 3 ref.316 and Para. [0052] "the parameters 
comprise, e.g., the maximum number of times a packet can be retransmitted and 
the maximum number time for which a packet can remain in the first-time queue 
after the packet has been transmitted"). 

Jalali further discloses retransmitting a unit of the first set of information 
units when it is determined that the clocked time does not exceed a reference 
value (Fig.3 ref.320). 

Jalali further discloses transmitting another unit of the first set of 
information when it is determined that the clocked time exceeds a reference 
value (Fig.3 ref.318 where the first information is no longer transmitted, so the 
transmission of second information will begin). 

Jalali further discloses retransmitting the unit of the first set information 
units or transmitting another unit of the first set of information units, as disclosed 
above, when the transmission party indicates the unit of the first set of 
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information has not been received (Fig. 3 ref.312 where a NAK indicates the first 

information has not been received). 
5. Claim 4 (as best understood) is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jalali in view of Tiernan as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
viewofTseung (US 5,109,384). 
Re claim 4: 

As discussed above, Jalali meets all the limitations of the parent claims. 

Jalali does not explicitly disclose setting a flag indicating that the clocked 
time exceeds the reference value. 

Tseung discloses setting a flag indicating that the clocked time exceeds 
the reference value (Col.22 lines 62 and 63 "The timer would expire (the ACK 
timer expired on network B flag 866 would be set) and " where the timer expires 
after a "reference value" is exceeded). 

Jalali and Tseung are analogous because they all pertain to data 
transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Jalali to include setting a flag indicating the clocked time 
has exceeded a reference value as taught by Tseung in order to make 
appropriate data processing decisions regarding the communication of multi- 
packet messages. 
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6. Claim 5 (as best understood) is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jalali in view of Tiernan and Tseung as applied to claim 4 above, and 
further in view of Hamilton (US 6,392,993) and Kamihara (US 6,854,020). 
Re claim 5: 

As discussed above, Jalali meets all the limitations of the parent claims. 

Jalali does not explicitly disclose writing the flag into the second 
information that is transmitted. 

Hamilton discloses writing the flag into the second information that is 
transmitted (Abstract "The positive reliability mode. ..sets [a]. ..flag in the packets 
transmitted" where setting the flag in the packets involves "writing" the flag and 
Table 3 in Col.1 1 lines 43-60). 

Jalali and Hamilton are analogous because they both pertain to data 
transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Jalali to include writing a flag into the second information 
that is transmitted as taught by Hamilton in order to notify the receiver of the 
condition represented by the flag. 

Jalali does not explicitly disclose clearing the flag when all of the second 
packets are transmitted. 

Kamihara discloses clearing the flag when all of the second packets are 
transmitted (Col3 lines 55 and 56 "clearing the transmission-in-progress flag on 
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condition that packet transmission has ended" where after the transmission is 
complete, a flag is cleared). 

. Jalali and Kamihara are analogous because they all pertain to data 
transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Jalali to include clearing the flag after all the second 
packets are transmitted as taught by Kamihara in order to make appropriate data 
processing decisions regarding the communication of multi-packet messages. 

7. Claims 9-12 (as best understood) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Hamilton in view of Knobel (US 6,765,871) and Tiernan (US 

6,172,988). 

Re claims 9-12: 

Hamilton discloses receiving second packets via a network (Figure 8 
reference 148). 

Hamilton further discloses storing, for each of a first corresponding 
packets, each of the second packets received (Figure 8 reference 150 and 
Col. 19 lines 32-37 "Since messages may have to be buffered until all packets are 
received, embodiments within the scope of this invention may comprise means 
for storing received packets until an entire message is received... such means is 
illustrated by message receive list 150"). 

Hamilton further discloses assembling the second packets stored into 
each of the corresponding first packets before being divided (Figure 8 reference 
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148 and Col. 19 lines 29 and 30 "Normal processing of receiver 148 comprises 
assembling packets of a message"). 

Hamilton further discloses determining whether or not a predetermined 
flag is contained in the second packets received (Col. 30 lines 64-66 "decision 
block 230 and step 232 which detected whether the ACK request flag is set" or 
Col. 12 lines 50-52 "By examining the packet sequence number and, perhaps, the 
end of the message flag"). 

Hamilton further discloses deleting the second packet that is stored and 
corresponds to the first packet, which is prior to another first packet whose 
corresponding second packets are determined to contain flags (Col.24 lines 6-9 
"If the entire message has not been received before the timer expires, then 
message life timer 158 may delete the partially received message" where as 
disclosed by the applicant in Figure 4, the flag is set when a packet that is to be 
transmitted, is processed after a reference time. So the "second packet" deleted 
is the packet corresponding to a message that was not entirely sent before the 
reference time. This is the same as deleting a partial message, which is 
composed of "second packets", that is not received within the reference time. 
The second packets corresponding to another first packet can also contain flags 
(Table 3)). 

Hamilton discloses buffering packets until \hey are all received (Col.,19 
lines 32 and 33 "messages may have to be buffered until all packets are 
received"). However, Hamilton does not explicitly disclose a deletion means. 
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Knobel discloses deleting the second packet that is stored when the 
second packets are assembled to reproduce the corresponding individual first 
packets (Col. 5 lines 47-51 "When a data frame has been sent to the buffer (i.e. a 
complete frame). ..the other side [of the buffer] removes a complete frame" where 
a complete frame corresponds to the "first corresponding packet"). 

Hamilton and Knobel are analogous because they both pertain to data 
communications. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton as discussed above as taught by Knobel in 
order to efficiently utilize memory. 

Hamilton further discloses dividing first packets into second packets (Fig. 7 
reference 124 where the "first packets" are messages and the "second packets" 
are the packets that make up the messages). 

Hamilton suggests creating first packets by dividing received information 
(The data stream is "received information" that is divided into messages); 
however, Hamilton does not explicitly disclose creating first packets by dividing 
received information. 

Tiernan discloses creating first packets by dividing received information 
(Fig.1 ref. 34,30 and 32 where the output stream 34 is "received information" and 
ref.30 shows the "first packets" and ref.32 shows the "second packets"). 

Hamilton and Tiernan are analogous because they both pertain to data 
transmission. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton to include creating first packets by dividing 
received information as taught by Tiernan in order to access data that is 
transmitted in a stream. 



Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 3/29/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In the remarks on pg.12, Applicant contends the amendments clarify the 
first set of information units and the second set of information units. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The amendment does not clarify 
what the difference between a first set of information units and a second set of 
information units is. The second set of information units is made by dividing the 
first set of information units, but what is the difference between the information 
units. 

In the remarks on pg.13, Applicant contends in Hamilton the plurality of 
packets (units) are not further subdivided into a corresponding second set of 
information units. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Examiner is interpreting the 
messages to be the first set of information units and the packets to be the second 
set of information units (Fig. 7 reference 124 where the messages are "first 
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packets" or "first set of information units) and the packets that make up the 
messages are the "second packets" or "second set of information units"). 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohammad S. Adhami whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8615. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571)272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



MSA 9/5/2007 




BRIAN NGUYEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



